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1905-1906     The details of most of the Bills that failed or were killed beyond
Age 63-64 resurrection by the House of Lords in this session have now. only a
curious interest, but among those that survived the Trade Dis-
putes Bill remains still a subject of lively controversy, and Asqtdth
played a considerable part in that.   The Bill as originally introduced
followed the recommendations of the Royal Commission, appointed
in 1603, on the main issues of (1) the relaxation of the law of con-
spiracy and of peaceful picketing, and (2) the exemption of Trade
Union funds from liability in actions for damages for torts.   On
the first the Cabinet was agreed, but on the second there was a
sharp difference of opinion in which the lawyers were on one side and
the Prime Minister on the other.   The lawyers objected to putting
words into a statute which gave one class, Labour, a privilege not
enjoyed by other classes, and were of opinion that the object aimed
at could be attained, as the Royal Commission recommended, by
restricting the law of agency in its application to Trade Unions.
The Trade Unions, smarting under recent decisions of the Court of
Appeal and the House of Lords, thought this altogether too subtle,
and predicted that the Law Courts would run a coach and six
through all fine distinctions of the kind proposed.    The Prime
Minister shared their opinion and could see no reason why, if the
intention was to render Trade Union funds immune, the law should
not say so straight out.
In the first round the lawyers won, and the Bill as introduced ran
thus:
"Where a Committee of a Trade Union constituted as hereinafter
mentioned has been appointed to conduct, on behalf of the Union, a
trade dispute, an action whereby it is sought to charge the funds of the
Union with damages in respect of any tortious act committed in con-
templation or furtherance of the trade dispute should not lie, unless the
act was committed by the Committee or by some person acting under
their authority:
Provided that a person shall not be deemed to have acted under the
authority of the Committee if the act was an act or one of a class of acts
expressly prohibited by a resolution of the Committee, or the Committee
by resolution expressly repudiate the act as soon as it is brought to their
Trade Unionists and large numbers of Liberal and Radical MJP.'s
le&d |t backwards and forwards and professed themselves unable to
head or tail of it. With its " ifs " and " wheres," and " un-
and"• provideds," it seemed to offer a multitude of loopholes

